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Abstract  Family  business  scholars  assume  that  family  business  goals  represent  the  nature  of
the ﬁrm’s  decision  making  and  are  driving  forces  (i.e.,  antecedents)  of  family  ﬁrm  behavior,  per-
formance, continuity,  competitiveness,  and  sustainability.  Without  measuring  family  business
goals, family  business  research----speciﬁcally,  the  family  business  theorizing  process----is  ﬂoating
in the  midst  of  assumptions  used  to  justify  observational  descriptive  data,  such  as  differences
between family  and  non-family  ﬁrms  and  differences  among  various  types  of  family  ﬁrms.  There
remains a  lack  of  clarity  surrounding  the  theoretical  deﬁnition  of  family  business  goals  and  an
absence of  methodological  approaches  to  make  the  concept  operative.  In  order  to  address  this
gap, this  research  applies  an  exploratory  step-by-step  methodology  that  combines  both  a  the-
oretical and  an  empirical  approach.  First,  following  an  inductive  literature  review,  I  theorize
family business  goals  as  a  multidimensional  concept  combining  two  scales:  economic  versus
non-economic  orientation  and  family  versus  business  orientation.  Second,  by  using  a  unique
Spanish database  of  family  business,  I  use  the  partial  least  squares  structural  equation  model-
ing method  to  conﬁrm  and  extend  the  proposed  theoretical  multidimensional  concept  of  family
business  goals.
©  2016  ACEDE.  Published  by  Elsevier  Espan˜a,  S.L.U.  This  is  an  open  access  article  under  the  CC
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Introduction
One  of  the  main  challenges  that  the  family  business  ﬁeld  had
to  address  was  gaining  external  legitimacy  in  social  science
(Pérez  Rodríguez  and  Basco,  2011),  but  this  research  streamPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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is  still  in  the  adolescent  stage  (Gedajlovic  et  al.,  2012).
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xternal  legitimacy  is  a  necessary  but  insufﬁcient  condition
or  achieving  a  mature  stage  of  knowledge  development,
hich  requires  a  theory----a  family  business  theory----to
xplain,  describe,  and  predict  the  object  of  study  (Basco,
015).  The  most  common  method  for  achieving  legitimacy
as  to  apply  mainstream  theories  and  approaches  to  familyant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
usiness  samples  in  order  to  understand  the  object  of  study
i.e.,  the  borrowed-research  strategy).  Despite  knowledge
dvancement,  the  ﬁeld  is  still  phenomenologically  driven
 an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://
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ecause  of  this  strategy.  Speciﬁcally,  the  borrowed-research
trategy  has  created  a  general  consensus  that  the  family  is
esponsible  for  the  distinctive  behavior  of  family  ﬁrms,1 but
he  observable  differences  between  family  and  non-family
rms  and  among  types  of  family  ﬁrms  are  assumed  to  be
roduced  by  speciﬁc  family  business  goals  and  motivations.
The  literature  review  shows  that  family  business  schol-
rs  have  justiﬁed  differences  in  ﬁrm  goals  because  of  the
eaning  that  family  members  give  to  the  ﬁrm,  for  ins-
ance,  emotional  ownership  (Pieper,  2010).  This  posture
hifts  the  aim  of  the  ﬁrm  itself  from  purely  proﬁt  maxi-
izer  to  utility  maximizer.  This  shift  changes  the  traditional
roﬁt-maximization  model  of  the  ﬁrm  as  an  efﬁcient  black
ox  to  a  human  institution  with  different  possible  mean-
ngs.  The  latter  posture  leads  to  a  broad  variety  of  goals
merging,  making  the  family  ﬁrm  unique  and  guiding  the  way
esources  are  created,  organized,  and  allocated----namely,  an
diosyncratic  decision-making  process  arises  (Carney,  2005).
Family  business  goals  have  been  studied  since  the  nascent
tage  of  the  family  business  ﬁeld  (e.g.,  Astrachan  and
askiewicz,  2008;  Dunn,  1995;  Lee  and  Rogoff,  1996;  Tagiuri
nd  Davis,  1992;  Westhead  and  Howorth,  2007).  However,
here  remains  a  lack  of  clarity  surrounding  the  theoreti-
al  deﬁnition  of  family  business  goals  and  an  absence  of
ethodological  approaches  to  make  the  concept  operative
Miller  and  Le  Breton-Miller,  2014).  Consequently,  family
usiness  research  is  mainly  operating  under  presumptions
egarding  the  speciﬁc  goals  that  families  incorporate  into
he  ﬁrm----namely,  objectives  that  have  hardly  been  tested
ut  may  affect  family  ﬁrm  behavior.  Even  though  there  are
ome  exceptions  (e.g.,  Kim  and  Gao,  2013)  that  attempt  to
easure  family  ﬁrms  goals,  these  measures  are  incomplete
nd  only  combine  proxy  items  (e.g.,  see  Zellweger  et  al.,
013)  without  providing  a  systematic  interpretation  of  the
oncept  of  family  business  goals.
This  article  proposes  that  the  theory-building  process  for
amily  business  research  needs  to  increase  knowledge  on
he  emerging  goal  patterns  of  two  different  logics----family
ogic  and  business  logic----by incorporating  new  concep-
ual  (Pearson  and  Lumpkin,  2011),  relational  (Reay  and
hetten,  2011),  and  methodological  perspectives  (Wilson
t  al.,  2014).  In  order  to  address  this  gap,  I  approach  the
henomenon  (i.e.,  family  business  goals)  as  it  relates  to
he  interaction  between  the  family  and  business  logics  byPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
exploratory  study  of  family  business  goals.  BRQ  Bus.  Res.  Q.  20
pplying  an  inductive  research  method.  The  aim  is  to  create
n  exploratory  step-by-step  methodology  combining  both
 theoretical  approach  and  an  empirical  approach.  This
1 Differences between family and non-family ﬁrms and have been
emonstrated, for instance, in relation to innovation (Block et al.,
013; Classen et al., 2014), open innovation search strategies
Classen et al., 2012), entrepreneurial orientation (Boling et al.,
015), reputation (Deephouse and Jaskiewicz, 2013), environmental
erformance (Dekker and Hasso, 2014), and corporate misconduct
Ding and Wu, 2014), among other management and government
ecision making. Even more, because family ﬁrms are not a homoge-
ous group, differences have been observed among types of family
rms. More speciﬁcally, different degrees of family involvement
n ownership, governance, and management affect ﬁrm behavior,
or instance, regarding internationalization (Mazzola et al., 2013),
trategic behaviors (Basco, 2014), and family leadership (D. Miller
t al., 2013b).
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ethodology  attempts  to  deﬁne  concepts,  explore  data,  and
etermine  to  what  extent  theoretical  representations  are
upported  by  empirical  data  from  real  life.
In  the  ﬁrst  step,  using  an  inductive  theoretical  interpre-
ation,  I  theorize  family  business  goals  as  a multidimensional
oncept  formed  by  economic  and  social  aspects  that  com-
ines  two  scales:  economic  versus  non-economic  orientation
nd  family  versus  business  orientation.  In  the  second  step,
sing  an  inductive  empirical  approach,  I  operationalized  the
roposed  multidimensional  concept  of  family  business  goals.
ecause  the  research  aim  is  exploratory  in  nature,  both
actor  analysis  and  partial  least  squares  structural  equa-
ion  modeling  (PLS-SEM)  were  used  to  explore  the  data
Hair  et  al.,  2012a),  which  was  composed  of  25  goals.  The
mpirical  exploration  conﬁrms  and  extends  the  proposed
ultidimensional  concept  of  family  business  goals.
This  research  makes  several  contributions.  Regarding
cademic  contributions,  this  article  has  theoretical  and
ethodological  implications.  First,  this  article  addresses  the
all  made  by  Miller  and  Le  Breton-Miller  (2014)  about  the
urrent  limitation  in  family  business  research  of  putting  mul-
iple  priorities  for  family  ﬁrms  under  the  same  umbrella
f  ‘‘socio-emotional  wealth.’’  In  this  sense,  this  study  is
mportant  for  the  theory-building  process  because  it  the-
rizes  about  the  dimensionality  of  family  business  goals  by
onsidering  for  whom  goals  are  important  and  the  speciﬁc
ontexts  created  by  the  family-business  relationship.  Sec-
nd,  this  article  attempts  to  address  the  need  for  the  family
usiness  ﬁeld  to  develop  operative  concepts  by  ensuring  the
easurement  accuracy  of  constructs/dimensions  (Pearson
nd  Lumpkin,  2011),  speciﬁcally  relating  to  the  need  to  ﬁnd
ultifaceted  and  ﬁne-grained  measures  of  priorities  or  goals
Miller  and  Le  Breton-Miller,  2014).  Empirically,  this  study
elects  and  combines  a  set  of  measures  and  deﬁnes  speciﬁc
ethods  to  validate  the  concept  of  family  business  goals.
inally,  this  article  theoretically  and  empirically  answers  the
uestion  of  what  makes  family  ﬁrms  behave  differently  by
ddressing  Carney  et  al.’s  (2015)  suggestion  that  studying
amily  ﬁrm  behavior  (e.g.,  strategic  choices)  and  ﬁrm  per-
ormance  requires  researchers  to  analyze  ﬁrms’  economic
nd  non-economic  preferences.  Therefore,  by  focusing  on
amily  business  goals,  this  article  sheds  some  light  on  test-
ng  the  assumptions  of  family  priorities  and  objectives  in
he  ﬁrm,  which  may  explain  differences  between  family  and
on-family  ﬁrms  as  well  as  among  types  of  family  ﬁrms.
This  research  also  has  practical  implications  for  family
wners,  family  members  working  in  family  ﬁrms,  practi-
ioners,  and  non-family  minority  investors  in  family  ﬁrms
ecause  it  provides  a  framework  to  understand  the  constel-
ation  of  family  business  goals  along  two  different  scales:
conomic/non-economic  orientation  and  business/family
rientation.
This  paper  is  organized  as  follows.  Next,  I  brieﬂy  explain
he  importance  of  family  business  goals  for  family  business
esearch  as  a  way  to  position  this  study.  Then,  I develop
he  methodological  part  of  the  article  by  presenting  the
xploratory  theoretical  approach  for  deﬁning  family  busi-
ess  goals  as  well  as  the  exploratory  empirical  approach
or  operationalizing  the  concept  of  family  business  goals.
inally,  the  article  ends  with  a discussion  and  conclusionant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
ection,  in  which  I  present  theoretical  and  practical  impli-
ations,  limitations,  and  future  research  lines.
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Where  do  you  want  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?  
Family business goals
The  most  common  deﬁnition  of  family  business  is  the  one
originally  proposed  by  Chua  et  al.  (1999),  which  is  an  exten-
sion  of  the  principles  derived  from  the  behavioral  theory  of
the  ﬁrm  (Cyert  and  March,  1963):  ‘‘the  family  business  is
a  business  governed  and/or  managed  with  the  intention  to
shape  and  pursue  the  vision  of  the  business  held  by  a  domi-
nant  coalition  controlled  by  members  of  the  same  family  or  a
small  number  of  families  in  a  manner  that  is  potentially  sus-
tainable  across  generations  of  the  family  or  families.’’  This
deﬁnition  has  some  important  characteristics  that  combine
demographic  perspectives  (i.e.,  by  deﬁning  the  family  ﬁrm
as  the  explicit  materialization  of  family  participation  within
the  ﬁrm,  such  as  dominant  family  coalition)  and  behavioral
perspectives  (i.e.,  by  deﬁning  the  family  ﬁrm  as  the  intrin-
sic  materialization  of  family  inﬂuence  on  the  ﬁrm,  such  as
governance,  management  vision,  and  sustainability).
The  abovementioned  deﬁnition  considers  that  the  fam-
ily’s  inﬂuences  and  effects  are  manifested  in  governance
and  management  decision  making,  ﬁrm  vision,  and  sustain-
ability.  To  move  the  study  of  family  business  further,  it
is  necessary  to  deepen  our  understanding  of  the  implicit
phenomena  of  family  business----namely,  the  juxtapositions
and  collisions  among  family,  business,  and  societal  logics
that  deﬁne  the  organization’s  focus  of  attention  and  goal
schema  (Thornton  et  al.,  2012).  In  this  context,  priorities
and  goals  may  determine----to some  extent----ﬁrm  behavior
and  performance.  That  is,  the  priorities  that  individuals  col-
lectively  assign  to  the  ﬁrm  determine  the  destiny  of  the
family  ﬁrm.  For  instance,  this  is  what  Miller  and  Le  Breton-
Miller  (2006)  and  Miller  et  al.  (2011)  mainly  argued  when
they  proposed  that  family  ﬁrm  goals  affect  resource  alloca-
tion.  A  similar  thesis  was  proposed  by  Gomez-Mejia  et  al.
(2011),  who  argued  that  socio-emotional  wealth  dimensions
my  affect  ﬁrm  behavior  and  ﬁrm  performance.  Several  other
researchers  applied  this  premise  to  their  models,  including,
for  instance,  Chrisman  et  al.  (2014)  and  Zellweger  et  al.
(2013),  among  others.  Consequently,  family  business  goals
matter.
Even  though  family  business  goals  have  been  stud-
ied  since  the  nascent  stage  of  the  family  business  ﬁeld
(Dunn,  1995;  Lee  and  Rogoff,  1996;  Tagiuri  and  Davis,  1992;
Westhead  and  Howorth,  2007),  there  is  a  lack  of  theo-
retical  integration  when  it  comes  to  deﬁning  the  concept
of  family  business  goals.  Therefore,  the  basic  question  is
as  follows:  what  does  ‘‘family  business  goals’’  mean?  This
call  was  raised  by  Miller  and  Le  Breton-Miller  (2014),  who
argued  that  the  way  family  business  goals  are  measured
and  incorporated  into  theoretical  models  is  still  puzzling.
Such  limitation  is  challenged  by  the  unobservable  nature  of
goals----namely,  they  cannot  be  observed  directly  in  real  life,
as  for  example  it  is  the  goal  ‘‘Good  reputation  in  the  business
community’’  which  is  an  unobservable  aspect.  Therefore,
the  study  of  family  business  goals  has  to  deal  with  unob-
servable  constructs.
In  order  to  address  the  aforementioned  gap,  this  researchPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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approaches  family  business  goals  by  theoretically  consid-
ering  the  juxtaposition  of  family  and  business  logics  and
by  applying  an  inductive  research  method.  The  methodol-
ogy  was  divided  in  two  main  steps,  which  are  presented
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n  the  next  section.  In  the  ﬁrst  step,  I  explored  the  exist-
ng  literature  to  better  understand  the  current  knowledge
bout  family  business  goals.  This  literature  review  leads
o  the  development  of  a  multidimensional  concept  of  fam-
ly  business  goals  based  on  the  nature  of  goals  themselves
i.e.,  orientation).  In  the  second  step,  I  use  the  theoretical
oncept  as  a  frame  to  explore  empirical  data  about  fam-
ly  business  goals  using  a  sample  of  Spanish  family  ﬁrms.
he  aim  of  the  latter  section  is  to  verify  the  match  of  the
mpirical  representation  of  family  business  goals  with  the
heoretical  proposed  discourse.
heoretical exploratory approach
amily  business  goals  as  a multidimensional
oncept
takeholder  theory  has  been  used  to  demonstrate  that  fam-
ly  ﬁrms  not  only  serve  the  interests  of  multiple  parties,  such
s  employees,  suppliers,  and  communities  (Freeman,  1984),
ut  also  the  interests  of  one  important  actor:  the  family
Cennamo  et  al.,  2012;  Zellweger  and  Nason,  2008).  In  this
ense,  when  stakeholder  theory  is  used  in  its  descriptive
orm  (Donaldson  and  Preston,  1995),  family  ﬁrm  is  deﬁned
s  a  set  of  different  stakeholder  interests  and  demands  with
articular  intrinsic  values  and  goals.  Therefore,  like  any
ther  ﬁrm,  family  ﬁrms  have  goals  resulting  from  the  inﬂu-
nce  of  owner-managers’  environmental,  organizational,
nd  entrepreneurial  contexts  (Raymond  et  al.,  2013)  and
he  family  context.
The  family’s  inﬂuence  on  shaping  ﬁrm  goals  is  not
omogenous.  The  family  is  not  a  monolithic  group  of  peo-
le  with  similar  demands.  Within  the  family  system,  not
nly  are  there  family  members  who  actually  manage  and
ontrol  the  family  ﬁrm  but  also  family  members  who  are
e  facto  owners  of  the  ﬁrm  but  are  not  involved  in  every-
ay  decision  making.  At  the  individual  level,  it  is  possible
o  express  the  family’s  inﬂuence  on  ﬁrm  goals  by  consid-
ring  how  different  family  members----based  on  their  own
oals  and  their  own  positions  in  the  family  and  in  the
usiness----can  alter  family  business  goals  (Kotlar  and  De
assis,  2013).  This  notion  brings  us  to  consider  using  an  insti-
utional  logic  approach  as  an  umbrella  to  understand  family
usiness  goals.  Thornton  and  Ocasio  (1999,  p.  804)  deﬁned
nstitutional  logic  as  ‘‘the  socially  constructed,  historical
atterns  of  material  practices,  assumptions,  values,  beliefs,
nd  rules  by  which  individuals  produce  and  reproduce  their
aterial  subsistence,  organize  time  and  space,  and  provide
eaning  to  their  social  reality.’’  Indeed,  institutional  logic
rames  the  means  and  ends  of  individual  behavior  (Friedland
nd  Alford,  1991).  Speciﬁcally,  individuals  are  embedded  in
nteractions  based  on  collective  identities  that  are  formed
y  cognitive,  normative,  structural,  and  emotional  connec-
ions.  When  collective  identities  are  institutionalized  within
 group,  they  generate  a  speciﬁc  institutional  logic.
Therefore,  the  dominant  institutional  logics  in  which
ndividuals  are  embedded  may  act  as  a  force  determiningant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
amily  business  goals.  There  are  at  least  three  institutions
hat  have  different  roots:  business  logic,  community  logic,
nd  family  logic.  These  logics  guide  individuals  in  their
ctions,  and  because  of  the  importance  of  family  members
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analysis  and  student  analysis  conﬁrmed  that  there  were  no
signiﬁcant  differences  between  the  sample  and  the  popula-
tion  in  relation  to  ﬁrms’  legal  format,  sector  of  economic
activity,  location,  or  number  of  employees.  The  average
2 I conducted an exhaustive review of ownership, board of direc-ARTICLERQ-58; No. of Pages 17
 
ithin  their  ﬁrms,  they  transmit  the  weight  of  the  insti-
utional  logic’s  footprint  into  the  organization  by  deﬁning
ypes  of  internal  and  external  relationships  and  the  ways
ower  and  status  are  distributed.  These  micro-foundation
rocesses  (Thornton  et  al.,  2012)  imply  that  individuals’
e.g.,  family  members’)  being  embedded  in  multiple  logics
ctivates  goals  that  focus  their  attention  and  thus  determine
rganizational  decision  making.  Therefore,  the  conditions
or  success  and  survival  as  well  as  change  or  stability  come
hen  the  ﬁrm  is  able  to  legitimize  its  position  in  its  envi-
onment  by  shaping  organizational  behavior  (Tolbert  and
ucker,  1983),  thus  making  family  ﬁrms  different  from  non-
amily  ﬁrms  because  of  the  speciﬁc  logics  available  to
ndividuals.
The  constellation  of  goals  that  emerge  at  the  ﬁrm
evel  based  on  different  logics  is  produced  by  the  fuzzy
oundaries  among  the  family,  the  ﬁrm,  and  the  external
nvironment.  Therefore,  not  only  do  goals  in  family  ﬁrms
ombine  the  traditional  discrimination  between  economic
nd  non-economic  aspects  (responding  to  different  stake-
older  logics),  but  the  nature  of  this  classiﬁcation  is  also
emarcated  by  an  underlying  orientation  based  on  family
ogic  and  business  logic----that  is,  business  orientation  or
amily  orientation.  This  juxtaposition  is  rooted  in  the  fact
hat  the  family----as  an  owner  and  dominant  group  inside  the
rm----not  only  invests  economic  resources  but  also  social
nd  emotional  resources.  In  this  context,  family  ﬁrms  are
ommitted  to  the  preservation  of  economic  wealth  and
ocio-emotional  wealth  (Berrone  et  al.,  2012).  The  latter
s  deﬁned  as  non-ﬁnancial  aspects  of  the  ﬁrm  that  meet
he  family’s  affective  needs  (Gómez-Mejía  et  al.,  2007).  The
ocio-emotional  wealth  dimension  is  important  because  it  is
he  essence  of  family  business  goals  (Zellweger  et  al.,  2013).
Consequently,  it  can  be  argued  that  in  family  ﬁrms,  eco-
omic  and  non-economic  goals  are  combined  with  speciﬁc
rientations,  such  as  family  and  business  orientations.  Based
n  this  demarcation,  a  multidimensional  concept  of  family
usiness  goals  between  an  economic  versus  non-economic
rientation  and  a  family  versus  business  orientation  can  be
ormed.  Using  this  frame,  I  review  the  current  literature
n  family  business  goals  to  classify  them.  Fig.  1  shows  the
esults  of  this  process.
The  proposed  lens  based  on  economic/non-economic  and
usiness/family  parameters  leads  to  the  argument  that  the
oncept  of  family  business  goals  is  intrinsically  multidimen-
ional  and  covers  a  wide  range  of  aspects.  Therefore,  the
rst  research  statement:
Research  Statement  1:  The  underlying  structure  of  family
business  goals  shows  that  there  are  four  different  inter-
related  constructs  at  an  abstract  level  combining  economic
versus  non-economic  orientation  and  family  versus  business
orientation.
If  the  above  proposition  is  empirically  tested  and
corroborated,  this  would  give  some  clue  about  the  mul-
tidimensionality  of  family  business  goals  as  a  concept  but
not  enough  evidence  for  construct  validity.  Therefore,  the
subsequent  step  is  to  strengthen  the  operational  level  ofPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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the  concept  by  systematically  analyzing  construct  validity.
Therefore,  the  second  research  statement  is  as  follows:
Research  Statement  2:  The  proposed  concept  of  fam-
ily  business  goals  has  to  successfully  pass  four  criteria:
t
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reliability,  convergent  validity,  discriminant  validity,  nomo-
logical  validity,  and  content  validity.
mpirical exploratory approach
n  this  section,  the  analysis  is  shifted  from  an  inductive
ethod  based  on  a  theoretical  exploratory  approach  to
n  indicative  method  based  on  an  empirical  exploratory
pproach.  The  aim  of  this  second  step  is  to  explore  empiri-
al  data  and  to  see  to  what  extent  the  data  ﬁts  the  proposed
odel.
opulation  and  sample
efore  explaining  the  empirical  exploratory  approach,  I
escribe  the  data  used  in  the  analysis.  The  Spanish  context
as  used  to  test  the  concept  of  family  business  goals.  The
ata  for  this  research  came  from  a  unique  study  on  Spanish
amily  ﬁrms.  Spain  is  representative  of  the  Latin  European
ulture  (Gupta  and  Levenburg,  2010),  for  which  the  fam-
ly  serves  as  an  important  social  and  economic  actor  (Colli
t  al.,  2003)  that  affects  family  ﬁrms.
Because  there  is  no  directory  of  family  ﬁrms  in  Spain,
he  family  ﬁrms  had  to  be  identiﬁed  in  an  ex-post  analysis
Claver  et  al.,  2009)  based  on  speciﬁc  demographic  aspects.
o  be  considered  a  family  business,  the  ﬁrm  had  to  meet  one
f  the  two  criteria  based  on  the  premise  of  ‘‘family  parti-
ipants  in  business,’’  which  has  been  used  by  other  studies
see  the  literature  review  made  by  Basco,  2013):  (1)  at  least
1%  of  ﬁrm  ownership  is  in  the  hands  of  members  of  the
ame  family  and/or  (2)  more  than  one  family  member  works
n  the  board  or  in  management  positions.  Regarding  ﬁrm
ize,  ﬁrms  with  50--500  employees  were  chosen  (other  stud-
es  consider  similar  ranges  for  small-  and  medium-sized  ﬁrm,
uch  as  Leitner  and  Güldenberg,  2010).
The  criteria  mentioned  above  were  applied  to  two
atabases:  Sistema  de  Análisis  de  Balances  Ibéricos  (SABI)
nd  Dun  &  Bradstreet  (DUN).  From  an  original  dataset  of
6,000  Spanish  ﬁrms  in  the  chosen  size  range,  4450  ﬁrms
et  the  family  criteria.2 A  stratiﬁed  random  sample  was
sed,  with  stratiﬁcation  variables  comprising  the  sector  of
conomic  activity  and  the  autonomous  community  (i.e.,
rst-level  political  division  of  Spain).  Before  the  ﬁnal  ques-
ionnaire  was  sent,  academic  and  family  business  experts
e.g.,  managing  directors,  chief  executive  ofﬁcers  [CEOs],
nd  directors  who  helped  during  the  pre-test)  were  asked  for
heir  analysis,  reinforcing  the  validation  process.  In  total,
32  ﬁrms  responded  to  the  survey  between  July  and  Octo-
er  2004----a rate  of  16.45%,  which  is  similar  to  other  studies
n  the  Spanish  context  (Arosa  et  al.,  2010).  A  chi-squareant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
ors, and management composition based on name and surname.
he system of surnames in Spain makes it possible to identify family
elationships because women never take their husband’s surname,
hereas children take both their father’s and mother’s surnames.
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business  was  25  years  old  and  had  a  staff  of  110  employees.
Seventeen  autonomous  regions  and  23  sectors  of  economic
activity  were  included.
Empirical  research  design
In  the  theoretical  exploratory  approach,  the  meaning  of  the
concept  was  framed  as  being  multidimensional.  This  section
attempts  to  analyze  the  correspondence  between  the  the-
oretical  framework  and  empirical  evidence.  To  address  this
aim,  I  followed  a  sequence  of  steps  to  explore  the  concept
of  family  business  goals.
As  was  explained  in  the  previous  section,  family  busi-
ness  goals  are  an  unobservable  concept,  but  they  can  be
identiﬁed  by  combining  an  economic  versus  non-economic
orientation  and  a  family  versus  business  orientation.  To
capture  the  meaning  of  the  concept,  it  was  necessary
to  deﬁne  a  set  of  items  (i.e.,  indicators)  (C.  C.  Miller
et  al.,  2013a)----namely,  aspects  that  capture  subjective
characteristics  of  the  concept  in  respondents’  answers  to
particular  questions.  In  this  exploratory  section,  25  items
(see  Table  1)  representing  potential  family  ﬁrm  goals  were
used.  Items  were  obtained  from  different  sources  (e.g.,
Gupta  and  Govindarajan,  1984;  Hienerth  and  Kessler,  2006;
Lee  and  Rogoff,  1996;  Sorenson,  1999;  Venkatraman  and
Ramanujam,  1987;  Westhead  and  Howorth,  2007).  The
importance  of  each  goal  item  was  measured  on  a  ﬁve-
point  Likert  scale  (anchored  at  1  =  very  little  importance  to
5  =  extremely  important).
Analysis
The  methodological  inductive  approach  comprised  two
steps.  The  procedure  started  by  carrying  out  an  exploratory
factorial  analysis  with  the  aim  of  examining  the  under-
lining  relationships  of  25  family  business  goals  (i.e.,
items).  This  technique  helped  determine  the  emerging
constructs/dimensions  (i.e.,  item  groupings)  based  on  the
empirical  data.  Then,  the  results  from  the  exploratory  fac-
torial  analysis  were  used  to  evaluate  the  correspondence
between  the  empirical  model  and  the  proposed  theoreti-
cal  model.  Therefore,  this  analysis  served  to  test  ResearchPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
exploratory  study  of  family  business  goals.  BRQ  Bus.  Res.  Q.  20
Statement  1.
To  strengthen  the  analysis,  the  exploratory  factorial
analysis  was  complemented  with  a  second-generation  mul-
tidimensional  analysis.  PLS-SEM  was  used  to  analyze  the
I
a
ff  family  business  goals.
onstruct  validity  of  the  dimensions  that  emerged  from  the
actorial  analysis  because  its  strength  as  an  exploratory
echnique  (Hair  et  al.,  2012a,b;  Wold  et  al.,  1984)  suited
he  research  aim  (i.e.,  to  discover  the  dimensionality  of
he  family  business  goal  concept).  The  traditional  process
f  construct  validation  was  performed  by  evaluating  four
spects  (Hair  et  al.,  2010;  Hamann  et  al.,  2013):  reliabil-
ty,  convergent  validity,  discriminant  validity,  nomological
alidity.  Additionally,  content  validity  was  also  analyzed.
esults
able  1  shows  the  descriptive  information  and  correlation  of
amily  business  goal  items.  The  exploratory  analysis  based
n  visual  inspection  shows  that  there  are  two  pairs  of  items
hat  are  highly  correlated:  (1)  family  loyalty  and  support
nd  family  unity  and  (2)  development  of  children’s  skills
nd  possibilities  for  children.  These  results  highlight  poten-
ial  problems  for  construct  validity  because  they  indicate
hat  items  are  capturing  the  same  information----namely,  the
tems  overlap  in  capturing  speciﬁc  aspects  of  the  concept  of
amily  business  goals.  Therefore,  to  a  certain  extent,  there
s  redundant  information.
xploratory  factorial  analysis
s  was  explained  in  the  research  design  section,  the  next
tep  was  to  carry  out  a  principal  components  analysis  to
xplore  the  underlying  structure  of  the  set  of  items  and  to
etermine  the  types  of  constructs/dimensions  that  emerge
rom  the  empirical  data.  I  used  Varimax  rotation  to  identify
onstructs  because  it  more  clearly  separates  the  constructs,
hereby  simplifying  the  interpretation  (Hair  et  al.,  2010).  In
he  ﬁrst  analysis,  there  was  one  item  (i.e.,  cost-reduction
oal)  with  a commonality  of  less  than  .30.  This  means  that
ery  little  of  this  item  is  taken  into  account  in  the  ﬁnal
actor  solution  (Hair  et  al.,  2010).  Therefore,  this  item
as  eliminated,  and  the  exploratory  factorial  analysis  was
erformed  again.  In  the  subsequent  analysis,  without  the
ost-reduction  goal  item,  all  items  had  commonality  val-
es  higher  than  .47,  which  is  considered  acceptable  for  an
xploratory  study  (Hair  et  al.,  2010).ant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
To  interpret  the  constructs/dimensions  that  emerged,
 used  the  factor  loading  value----that  is,  those  items  with
 factor  loading  of  around  .50  or  above  were  analyzed
or  reliability.  Table  2  shows  that  six  constructs/dimensions
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Table  1  Descriptive  statistics  and  correlation  matrix.
Mean  SD  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13  14  15  16  17  18  19  20  21  22  23  24  25
1.  Sales  growth  4.41  .79  1
2. Market  share  4.01  .93  .42** 1
3. Net  proﬁt  4.23  .82  .37** .35** 1
4. Cash  ﬂow  4.02  .90  .27** .36** .57** 1
5. Sales  ratio  4.14  .87  .40** .34** .54** .44** 1
6. Return  on  investment  4.00  .95  .30** .39** .44** .39** .48** 1
7. Product  development  3.68  1.17  .12** .22** .14** .24** .20** .25** 1
8. Market  development  3.86  1.00  .19** .31** .25** .29** .22** .28** .55** 1
9. Adapting  to  client  needs  4.41  .75  .21** .20** .21** .24** .22** .27** .26** .24** 1
10. Staff  development  3.96  .87  .23** .25** .28** .31** .32** .35** .31** .36** .33** 1
11. Environmental  protection  3.90  1.06  .12** .22** .18** .25** .19** .30** .31** .31** .32** .46** 1
12. Customer  satisfaction  4.55  .63  .17** .13** .27** .23** .21** .17** .08* .16** .40** .32** .35** 1
13. Service  quality  4.46  .69  .11** .15** .22** .17** .19** .17** .17** .10** .37** .31** .33** .49** 1
14. Money  available  for  family  3.44  1.14  .11** .19** .23** .22** .21** .26** .19** .25** .06  .29** .22** .10** .10** 1
15. Quality  of  life  at  work  4.04  .87  .11** .24** .17** .20** .20** .27** .17** .20** .23** .36** .40** .27** .23** .35** 1
16. Firm-generated  family
security
3.99  .96  .12** .15** .18** .17** .19** .23** .13** .17** .19** .29** .23** .19** .18** .43** .43** 1
17. Time  to  be  with  family  3.57  1.11  .05  .17** .17** .16** .15** .21** .20** .24** .18** .29** .34** .20** .21** .35** .45** .39** 1
18. Family  loyalty  and  support  4.04  .97  .09* .15** .13** .12** .13** .16** .13** .23** .22** .27** .30** .26** .20** .32** .37** .51** .51** 1
19. Family  unity  4.07  .99  .05  .14** .11** .16** .10** .16** .14** .21** .23** .28** .26** .22** .17** .27** .32** .53** .47** .74** 1
20. Respected  name  in  society  4.21  .92  .10** .20** .14** .17** .12** .17** .15** .18** .21** .25** .23** .20** .16** .26** .27** .37** .22** .35** .40** 1
21. Customer  loyalty  to  family
name
4.11  .93  .09* .16** .10** .08* .11** .15** .13** .22** .19** .27** .27** .23** .22** .26** .29** .41** .33** .43** .46** .53** 1
22. Good  reputation  in  the
business  community
4.32  .73  .15** .17** .18** .19** .19** .21** .15** .15** .24** .30** .22** .21** .17** .23** .29** .36** .22** .35** .36** .58** .55** 1
23. Family  interest  in  the
enterprise
4.20  .87  .14** .13** .15** .13** .12** .20** .12** .18** .18** .26** .24** .18** .18** .29** .28** .45** .32** .55** .58** .33** .44** .39** 1
24. Development  of  children’s
skills
3.80  1.10  .13** .15** .15** .20** .18** .24** .20** .28** .20** .30** .26** .23** .17** .28** .30** .41** .36** .50** .51** .28** .42** .35** .51** 1
25. Generate  possibilities  for
children
3.92  1.07  .14** .13** .20** .16** .20** .22** .17** .26** .13** .26** .22** .23** .15** .34** .25** .41** .34** .48** .51** .29** .40** .32** .53** .73** 1
* p < .05.
** p < .01.
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Table  2  Factorial  analysis  of  family  business  goal  items.
Family-oriented
economic  goal
Family-oriented
non-economic-goal
Business-oriented
economic  goal
Business-oriented
non-economic  goal
Factor  1
Short-term
family-oriented  goal
Factor  2
Stewardship
family-oriented  goal
Factor  3
Long-term
family-oriented  goal
Factor  4
Short-term
business-oriented  goal
Factor  5
Stewardship
business-oriented  goal
Factor  6
Long-term
business-oriented  goal
Cronbach’s  alpha  coefﬁcients .720 .864 .780 .801 .730 .705
Explain  variance 9% 14% 9% 13% 9% 7%
Items
Money  available  for  family .625
Quality  of  life  at  work .711
Firm-generated  family
security
.512
Time  to  be  with  family .642
Family  loyalty  and  support .677
Family  unity .714
Family  interest  in  the
enterprise
.704
Development  of  children’s
skills
.795
Generate  possibilities  for
children
.814
Respected  name  in  society .807
Customer  loyalty  to  family
name
.668
Good  reputation  in  the
business  community
.784
Sales  growth .653
Market  share .585
Net  proﬁt .782
Cash  ﬂow .671
Sales  ratio .754
Return  on  investment .627
Adapting  to  client  needs .635
Staff  development .378
Environmental  protection .479
Customer  satisfaction .769
Service  quality .757
Product  development .834
Market  development .779
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Figure  2  New  dimensionality  of  family  business  goals.
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merged  from  the  analysis.  Based  on  the  theoretical  model
nd  considering  the  items  that  fell  in  each  construct  (tak-
ng  into  consideration  factor  loading),  dimensions  were
abeled  as  follows:  Factor  1  =  short-term  family-oriented,
actor  2  =  stewardship  family-oriented,  Factor  3  =  long-term
amily-oriented,  Factor  4  =  short-term  business-oriented,
actor  5  =  stewardship  business-oriented, and  Factor  6:
ong-term  business-oriented. The  naming  process  was  based
n  current  theory  considering  the  items  included  in  each
imension.  The  family  and  business  orientation  was  kept  in
ach  category  because  it  clearly  emerged  from  the  test,Please  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
exploratory  study  of  family  business  goals.  BRQ  Bus.  Res.  Q.  20
ut  the  economic  versus  non-economic  nature  was  modi-
ed  by  including  two  references  captured  by  the  way  items
ere  integrated:  (1)  temporal  perception  by  considering
ong-term  versus  short-term  orientation  and  (2)  the  focus
o
i
i
iss  goal  dimensions.
f  attention  on  a  diverse  group  of  stakeholder  by  consider-
ng  stewardship  family  orientation  or  stewardship  business
rientation.  Fig.  2  shows  a  visual  classiﬁcation  that  emerged
rom  the  analysis.
A visual  examination  of  factor  loadings  shows  that  there
ere  three  items  (i.e.,  staff  development,  environmental
rotection,  and  ﬁrm-generated  family  security)  that  did  not
oad  on  any  particular  construct/dimension  or  loaded  on  at
east  two  factors.  These  items  are  potential  candidates  for
limination  because  they  may  cause  problems  when  identi-
ying  and  differentiating  constructs/dimensions  from  eachant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
ther.  Speciﬁcally,  they  may  cause  problems  with  discrim-
nate  validity,  which  measures  to  what  extent  a  construct
s  unrelated  to  another  construct.  Even  with  this  potential
ssue,  these  items  were  not  removed  prematurely  because
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Table  3  Results  of  measurement  model.
Family-oriented
economic  goal
Family-oriented
non-economic-goal
Business-oriented
economic  goal
Business-oriented
non-economic  goal
Factor  1
Short-term
family-oriented  goal
Factor  2
Stewardship
family-oriented  goal
Factor  3
Long-term
family-oriented  goal
Factor  4
Short-term
business-oriented  goal
Factor  5
Stewardship
business-oriented  goal
Factor  6
Long-term
business-oriented  goal
AVE 0.55 0.65 0.70 0.50 0.47 0.78
Composite  reliability 0.83 0.90 0.87 0.86 0.82 0.87
Cronbachs  alpha 0.73 0.87 0.79 0.80 0.75 0.71
Items
Money  available  for  family 0.73
Quality  of  life  at  work 0.74
Firm-generated  family  security 0.79
Time  to  be  with  family 0.71
Family  loyalty  and  support 0.81
Family  unity 0.83
Family  interest  in  the  enterprise  0.78
Development  of  children’s  skills  0.82
Generate  possibilities  for
children
0.80
Respected  name  in  society 0.83
Customer  loyalty  to  family  name 0.87
Good  reputation  in  the  business
community
0.80
Sales  growth 0.63
Market  share 0.69
Net  proﬁt 0.74
Cash  ﬂow 0.68
Sales  ratio 0.75
Return  on  investment 0.75
Staff  development 0.80
Environmental  protection 0.76
Customer  satisfaction 0.60
Service  quality 0.61
Adapting  to  client  needs 0.65
Product  development 0.87
Market  development 0.89
ARTICLE IN PRESS+ModelBRQ-58; No. of Pages 17
10  R.  Basco
Table  4  Discriminant  validity  of  dimensions.
1  2  3  4  5  6
1.  Short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.71
2. Stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.46  0.69
3. Long-term  business-oriented  goal 0.37 0.42 0.88
4. Short-term  family-oriented  economic  goal 0.35 0.46 0.29 0.74
5. Stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.27  0.41  0.28  0.61  0.81
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g6. Long-term  family-oriented  goal  0.26  
f  the  exploratory  nature  of  this  step.  To  continue  with
he  analysis,  items  were  considered  part  of  a  construct
ased  on  their  factor  loading.  The  latter  decision  also  coin-
ides  with  the  theoretical  interpretation  of  the  factor.  Staff
evelopment  and  environmental  protection  were  included  in
actor  5  because  its  factorial  loading  load  was  slightly  higher
han  the  rest  of  the  factors  and  because  these  concepts
ave  theoretically  been  considered  as  non-economic  busi-
ess  items  related  to  external  stakeholders.  Firm-generated
amily  security  was  included  in  Factor  1  because  its  fac-
orial  loading  was  higher  than  .50.  All  the  factors  had
ronbach’s  alpha  coefﬁcients  above  .70,  which  is  consid-
red  good  according  to  generally  accepted  standards  (Hair
t  al.,  2010).
The  above  analysis  demonstrates  the  multidimensional-
ty  of  the  family  business  goal  concept.  Therefore,  Research
tatement  1  is  empirically  supported.  I  can  conclude  that
conomic  goals  are  one  aspect  of  overall  family  business
oals  but  not  the  only  characteristic.  In  this  sense,  these
esults  are  in  line  with  previous  studies  showing  that  family
rms  pursue  business  and  family  goals  as  well  as  economic
nd  non-economic  goals  (Athanassiou  et  al.,  2002;  Chrisman
t  al.,  2012;  Lee  and  Rogoff,  1996;  Zellweger  et  al.,  2013)
y  considering  different  stakeholders.  The  empirical  test
eveals,  to  a  certain  degree,  a  match  between  the  theo-
etical  interpretation  of  family  business  goals  and  empirical
imensions  that  capture  the  juxtaposition  of  family  logic  and
usiness  logic  at  the  aggregate  level.
onﬁrmatory  factorial  analysis
lthough  the  above  ﬁndings  are  important,  the  exploratory
actorial  analysis  does  not  allow  us  to  determine  the  con-
truct  validity  of  the  multidimensional  concept  of  family
usiness  goals.  In  order  to  validate  the  concept  and  its
imensions,  I  used  PLS-SEM.  Fig.  3  shows  the  model  under
tudy,  which  includes  all  family  business  goal  dimensions  as
xogenous  dimensions  (i.e.,  factors  form  the  exploratory
actorial  analysis)  as  well  as  two  new  endogenous  dimen-
ions.  The  endogenous  dimensions  were  used  to  demonstrate
he  nomological  validity  of  the  constructs.  The  reasoning  for
hese  relationships  can  be  traced  to  the  theoretical  argu-
ents  discussed  in  the  above  section----namely,  it  is  expected
hat  goals  guide  decision  making  in  ﬁrms  (Gomez-Mejia
t  al.,  2011;  Miller  and  Le  Breton-Miller,  2006).  FollowingPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
exploratory  study  of  family  business  goals.  BRQ  Bus.  Res.  Q.  20
his  logic,  two  dimensions  were  selected  at  the  corporate
overnance  level  that  capture  the  family  orientation  and
usiness  orientation  of  the  board  of  directors  (i.e.,  board
ask  performance).  More  information  about  the  items  used
s
d
s
c0.39  0.22  0.48  0.56  0.83
o  capture  both  board  task  performance  dimensions  is  pre-
ented  in  Appendix  A  (see  Basco  and  Voordeckers,  2015).
Based  on  the  PLS-SEM  technique,  the  test  of  the  model
isplayed  in  Fig.  3  is  split  into  two  analyses:  a measurement
odel  analysis  and  a  structural  model  analysis.  Both  analy-
es  help  determine  the  construct  validity  of  all  dimensions
f  the  concept  of  family  business  goals.  While  the  mea-
urement  model  is  used  to  determine  reliability,  convergent
alidity,  and  discriminant  validity,  the  structural  model  is
sed  to  assess  nomological  validity.
Table  3  shows  the  main  information  necessary  to  assess
he  construct  validity  of  the  proposed  constructs.  The  ﬁrst
nalysis  consists  of  assessing  reliability,  which  accounts  for
tem  reliability,  composite  reliability,  and  average  variance
xtracted  (AVE).  Item  reliability  refers  to  the  R2 value  asso-
iated  with  each  item,  with  its  construct  (Hamann  et  al.,
013)  showing  the  strength  between  the  item  and  the  latent
imension  (i.e.,  construct)  (acceptable  value  should  be  >.4).
ll  items  in  the  model  have  an  R2 value  higher  than  .4.
egarding  composite  reliability,  which  accounts  for  the  reli-
bility  and  consistency  of  the  measured  items  representing
 latent  dimension  (Hair  et  al.,  2010),  all  constructs  show
omposite  reliability  higher  than  .60,  which  is  considered
n  acceptable  value.  Finally,  AVE  measures  the  amount  of
ariance  in  a  set  of  items  that  is  accounted  for  through
he  latent  dimension  (Fornell  and  Larcker,  1981)  (acceptable
alue  should  be  >.5).  All  six  dimensions  of  family  business
oals  have  AVE  values  very  close  to  or  higher  than  .5.  With
hese  results,  I  can  conclude  that  there  is  enough  evidence
o  support  the  reliability  of  the  family  business  goal  dimen-
ions.
The  second  construct  validity  analysis  consists  of  assess-
ng  convergent  validity,  which  refers  the  extent  to  which
tems  of  a  speciﬁc  construct  converge  or  share  a  high  pro-
ortion  of  variance  in  common  (Hair  et  al.,  2010).  The  value
f  standardized  factor  loadings  (acceptable  value  >  .5)  and
tatistical  signiﬁcance  are  used  to  assess  convergent  validity.
n  the  model,  all  standardized  factor  loadings  are  above  .50
see  Table  3) and  are  statistically  signiﬁcant.  These  results
ive  enough  evidence  to  accept  convergent  validity  for  the
amily  business  goal  dimensions.
The  third  step  in  assessing  construct  validity  is  to  deter-
ine  the  discriminant  validity,  which  measures  to  what
xtent  a construct  is  truly  distinct  from  other  constructs
Hair  et  al.,  2010).  If  the  square  root  of  the  AVE  is
reater  than  all  corresponding  correlations  among  dimen-
ions,  then  one  can  conclude  that  there  is  evidence  ofant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
iscriminate  validity.  As  can  be  seen  in  Table  4,  the
quare  root  of  the  AVEs  is  greater  than  all  corresponding
orrelations.
Please  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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Finally,  determining  nomological  validity  is  the  ﬁnal  step
n  assessing  construct  validity.  Nomological  validity  refers  to
etermining  whether  correlations  among  dimensions  (i.e.,
elonging  to  the  concept)  and  structural  relationships  with
hird  dimensions  make  theoretical  sense  as  well  as  compar-
ng  structural  relationships  with  similar  studies  that  attempt
o  model  similar  relationships  (Hair  et  al.,  2010;  Hamann
t  al.,  2013).  The  correlations  between  dimensions  in  the
odel  are  logical  from  a  common-sense  perspective.  As  was
xpected,  the  family  business  goal  dimensions  are  related
o  each  other,  but  at  the  same  time,  the  correlations  are
ot  big  enough  to  overlap----that  is,  the  constructs  do  not
easure  the  same  unobservable  concepts.  Moreover,  I  found
hat  short-term  business-oriented  and  stewardship  business-
riented  goals  are  signiﬁcantly  related  to  business-oriented
oard  task  performance,  while  stewardship  family-oriented
oal  are  related  to  family-oriented  board  task  performance.
owever,  short-  and  long-term  family-oriented  goals  are  not
elated  to  the  proposed  endogenous  variables.  Because  of
he  exploratory  nature  of  this  research,  this  does  not  inval-
date  the  nomological  validity  of  the  dimensions  that  form
he  concept,  but  these  results  open  new  lines  of  research
ecause  it  seems  that  the  effects  of  different  family  business
oal  dimensions  on  decision  making  are  not  the  same.  This
orces  researchers  to  theorize  on  the  relationship  between
oals  and  decision  making  by  considering  the  individual  rela-
ionship  as  well  as  the  multidimensional  relationship.
ontent  validity
n  addition  to  the  aforementioned  construct  validity,  an
nalysis  of  content  validity  is  required  to  provide  evidence
bout  the  validity  of  the  assessment  instrument.  Content
alidity  ‘‘is  the  degree  to  which  elements  of  an  assess-
ent  instrument  are  relevant  to  and  representative  of  the
argeted  construct  for  a  particular  assessment  purpose’’
Haynes  et  al.,  1995, p.  238).  Following  Haynes  et  al.’s
1995)  recommendations,  I  took  several  steps  to  guarantee
ontent  validity.  First,  the  theoretical  part  of  the  article
ttempted  to  deﬁne  the  domain  and  dimensions  of  the
oncept  as  one  main  requirement  to  frame  the  analysis  of
ontent  validity.  Items  were  collected  from  an  exhaustive
iterature  review,  which  guaranteed  the  representation  of
he  items  for  each  dimension.  That  is,  current  knowledge
uided  the  process  for  item  selection.  Second,  the  ques-
ionnaire  was  reviewed  by  academic  and  family  business
xperts  to  evaluate  consistency  and  guarantee  the  ex-ante
alidation  process  (Hinkin  and  Schriesheim,  1989).  Third,
he  questionnaire  was  then  pilot-tested  using  a  small  num-
er  of  family  business  members  who  were  not  resampled  in
he  main  study.  Finally,  to  ensure  quality,  the  survey  was
dministered  by  a  professional  survey  research  ﬁrm.
Additionally,  an  ex-post  validation  procedure  was  applied
n  order  to  analyze  whether  items  represent  the  domain.
here  is  a  high  degree  of  consistency  between  the  theo-
etical  interpretation  of  the  dimensions  and  the  empirical
imensions  that  emerged  from  the  analysis  when  consider-
ng  the  underlying  structure  of  the  selected  items.  There  isant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
ne  exception  in  the  dimension  named  short-term  family-
riented  goal,  which  contains  four  items:  money  available
or  the  family,  ﬁrm-generated  family  security,  quality  of  life
t  work,  and  time  to  be  with  family.  The  last  two  items  did
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Table  6  Multi-group  analysis  --  measurement  model.
Model  1
Family  vs.  non-family
participants
Model  2
Small  vs.  medium  ﬁrms
Model  2
Founder  vs.  second  or
subsequent  generation
Measurement  model  Outer  loadings
difference
p-Value  Outer  loadings
difference
p-Value  Outer  loadings
difference
p-Value
Adapting  to  client  needs  ←  stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.012  0.542  0.009  0.416  0.007  0.476
Cash ﬂow  ←  short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.061  0.215  0.060  0.769  0.025  0.639
Customer loyalty  to  family  name  ←  long-term  family-oriented  goal  0.015  0.378  0.017  0.360  0.033  0.282
Customer satisfaction  ←  stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.001  0.503  0.196  0.037  0.046  0.654
Development of  children’s  skills  ←  stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.007  0.434  0.002  0.506  0.011  0.426
Environmental protection  ←  stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.008  0.544  0.059  0.803  0.044  0.746
Family interest  in  the  enterprise  ←  stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.104  0.016  0.066  0.081  0.038  0.282
Family loyalty  and  support  ←  stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.030  0.238  0.053  0.090  0.001  0.519
Family unity  ←  stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.026  0.251  0.007  0.416  0.036  0.832
Firm-generated  family  security  ←  short-term  family-oriented  goal  0.025  0.653  0.080  0.905  0.038  0.737
Generate possibilities  for  children  ←  stewardship  family-oriented  goal  0.058  0.879  0.091  0.037  0.076  0.154
Good reputation  in  the  business  community  ←  long-term  family-oriented  goal  0.037  0.352  0.065  0.779  0.075  0.876
Market development  ←  long-term  business-oriented  goal  0.031  0.270  0.034  0.713  0.001  0.538
Market share  ←  short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.054  0.785  0.005  0.518  0.000  0.512
Money available  for  family  ←  short-term  family-oriented  goal  0.029  0.353  0.009  0.539  0.082  0.202
Net proﬁt  ←  short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.114  0.060  0.011  0.425  0.057  0.825
Product development  ←  long-term  business-oriented  goal  0.010  0.550  0.076  0.085  0.034  0.288
Quality of  life  at  work  ←  short-term  family-oriented  goal  0.000  0.505  0.051  0.252  0.111  0.921
Respected name  in  society  ←  long-term  family-oriented  goal  0.172  0.006  0.028  0.670  0.102  0.960
Return on  investment  ←  short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.126  0.008  0.048  0.813  0.100  0.087
Sales growth  ←  short-term  business-oriented  goal  0.001  0.499  0.060  0.751  0.049  0.328
Sales ratio  ←  short-term  business-oriented  0.002  0.527  0.065  0.143  0.080  0.167
Service quality  ←  stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.195  0.032  0.131  0.107  0.050  0.674
Staff development  ←  stewardship  business-oriented  goal  0.067  0.869  0.003  0.491  0.022  0.359
Time to  be  with  family  ←  short-term  family-oriented  goal  0.044  0.285  0.069  0.183  0.101  0.177
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not  seem  to  clearly  capture  the  meaning  of  the  dimension.
Nevertheless,  the  ﬁnal  decision  was  to  leave  these  two  items
for  several  reasons.  Having  two  items  that  are  purely  eco-
nomic  and  short-term  oriented,  the  rest  of  the  items  have
to  be  interpreted  in  similar  sense.  For  instance,  quality  of
life  at  work  has  an  economic  meaning  because  the  more
economically  solid  the  ﬁrm  is,  the  better  the  relationship
between  the  family  and  business  systems  and  the  higher  the
quality  of  working  in  the  ﬁrm  are  likely  to  be.  In  a  similar
way,  when  the  ﬁrm  is  economically  mature  and  big  enough,  it
will  help  strengthen  the  relationships  between  both  systems
and  increase  the  time  that  members  share.  It  looks  like  par-
ticipants  considered  these  goals  to  be  related  to  economic
wealth.
Therefore,  it  is  possible  to  conclude  that  for  this
exploratory  research,  ex-ante  and  ex-post  content  validity
was  satisfactorily  achieved  by  deﬁning  the  content  domain
of  interest,  selecting  and  developing  items  that  represent
the  domain,  assembling  the  items  into  the  questionnaire
instrument,  and  relying  on  ‘‘appeals  to  reason’’  (Nunnally,
1978,  p.  93)  to  interpret  the  dimensions.
Robustness
Additional  tests  were  performed  to  check  the  consistency
of  the  results.  The  aim  of  the  robustness  tests  was  to
assess  the  stability  of  the  proposed  model  in  capturing
the  concept  of  family  business  goals.  Therefore,  the  con-
sistency  of  the  model  was  veriﬁed  through  the  use  of
three  control  variables:  afﬁliation  of  respondents,  ﬁrm  size,
and  generation.  For  each  of  these  variables,  the  dataset
was  split  into  two  groups,  and  group  comparison  analy-
ses  were  performed  (PLS-based  group  comparisons).  This
approach  does  not  rely  on  distributional  assumptions  and
produces  a  bootstrap  analysis,  which  tests  group  differ-
ences.  Three  multigroup  comparison  analyses  were  carried
out  for  each  control  variable.  First,  because  not  all  respon-
dent  were  family  members,  differences  between  two  groups
of  participants----family  and  non-family  respondents----were
checked.  In  Model  1  (Tables  5  and  6),  of  the  25  relation-
ships  in  the  measurement  model,  only  ﬁve  were  different
between  both  groups  (see  p-values),  a  marginal  number,
and  the  relationships  were  stronger  for  the  family  respon-
dent  group.  Second,  regarding  ﬁrm  size,  the  sample  was
divided  into  two  groups:  small  and  medium  ﬁrms.  In  Model  2
(Table  6),  of  the  25  relationships  in  the  measurement  model,
only  ﬁve  were  different  between  both  groups  (see  p-values),
a  marginal  number,  and  the  relationships  were  stronger  for
small  ﬁrms.  Finally,  regarding  the  generation  managing  the
ﬁrm,  the  sample  was  divided  in  two  groups:  founder  and
second/subsequent  generations.  In  this  analysis,  only  one
relationship  was  signiﬁcant.  Consequently,  we  can  conclude
that  the  proposed  model  is  consistent  because  the  dimen-
sions  of  the  concept  of  family  business  goals  remain  stable
within  different  groups.
Discussion and conclusionPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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The  motivation  of  this  investigation  was  grounded  in  the  fact
that  the  borrowed-research  strategy  (i.e.,  the  application  of
theories,  measures,  and  constructs  from  mainstream  ﬁelds
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o  family  business  samples)  that  has  been  used  extensively  in
he  family  business  ﬁeld  (Pérez  Rodríguez  and  Basco,  2011)
as  limitations  in  explaining  the  speciﬁc  behavior  of  fam-
ly  ﬁrms.  Even  though  most  research  has  shown  differences
etween  family  and  non-family  ﬁrms  and  among  different
ypes  of  family  ﬁrms,  almost  all  current  studies  have  theo-
etically  assumed  that  these  differences  are  produced  by
amily  effects  on  ﬁrm  goals  and  priorities.  Without  mea-
uring  what  speciﬁcally  causes  differences  in  ﬁrm  behavior,
amily  business  research----speciﬁcally  the  family  business
heorizing  process----is  ﬂoating  in  the  midst  of  assumptions
sed  to  justify  observational  descriptive  data.  This  has  hap-
ened  because  despite  these  assumptions,  family  business
oals  have  hardly  been  viewed  using  an  integrated  frame-
ork  to  conceptualize  the  concept  or  empirically  test  it.
To  address  this  problem----that  is,  to  move  research
eyond  the  presumption  level----this  article  argued  that  it  is
ecessary  to  better  understand  the  concept  of  family  busi-
ess  goals.  More  speciﬁcally,  it  was  proposed  that  family
usiness  goal  concept  has  to  address  two  issues:  (1)  the
imensionality  of  family  business  goals,  which  is  about  the
ature  of  the  concept  itself,  and  (2)  the  operationaliza-
ion  of  the  concept  of  family  business  goals,  which  is  about
he  selection  and  combination  of  measures  (i.e.,  items)
nd  methods  to  make  the  concept  operative.  To  deal  with
hese  aims,  an  exploratory  step-by-step  methodology  was
eveloped  by  combining  both  a  theoretical  approach  and
n  empirical  approach.  With  this  methodology,  the  concept
as  deﬁned,  the  data  were  explored,  and  the  theoretical
epresentations  through  empirical  data  were  tested.
In  the  ﬁrst  methodological  step,  based  on  an  induc-
ive  theoretical  interpretation  of  family  business  goals,  I
heorized  that  family  business  goals  are  formed  based  on
he  nature  of  economic  and  non-economic  goals  combined
ith  speciﬁc  orientations----namely,  family  and  business
rientations----because  of  the  juxtaposition  of  family  logic
nd  business  logic.  This  led  to  family  business  goals  being
onsidered  as  a  multidimensional  concept.  In  the  second
ethodological  step,  which  was  based  on  an  inductive
mpirical  approach,  the  proposed  multidimensional  concept
f  family  business  goals  was  operationalized.  The  concept  of
amily  business  goals  was  empirically  tested,  and  evidence
f  the  concept’s  multidisciplinary  nature  was  found.  There-
ore,  this  article  concludes  that  family  business  goals  are
ot  a  one-dimensional  construct  nor  are  they  likely  to  be
escribed  with  one  simple  item  (i.e.,  measure).
This  article  extends  the  current  line  of  research  related
o  family  business  goals  in  two  different  ways.  First,  even
hough  several  studies  have  highlighted  the  importance  of
ifferent  family  ﬁrms  by  deﬁning  lists  of  potential  family
usiness  goals  (e.g.,  Dunn,  1995;  Lee  and  Rogoff,  1996;
agiuri  and  Davis,  1992;  Westhead  and  Howorth,  2007)  or
apturing  partial  aspects  of  the  concept  (e.g.,  Kim  and
ao,  2013;  Zellweger  et  al.,  2013),  this  article  adds  new
ight  by  attempting  to  capture  the  underlying  structure  of
he  plethora  of  family  business  goals.  Consequently,  this
tudy  provides  a  certain  order  to  interpret  the  multidimen-
ional  aspects  of  family  business  goals  and  to  address  theant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
ecent  call  made  by  Priem  and  Alfano  (2016). Second,  this
tudy  extends  previous  research,  which  shows  that  fam-
ly  members----based  on  their  own  objectives  and  their  own
ositions  in  the  family  and  in  the  business----can  alter  family
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4  
usiness  goals  (Kotlar  and  De  Massis,  2013),  by  exhaustively
dentifying  the  general  goals  that  can  emerge  from  the  bar-
aining  process.
heoretical  and  practical  implications
his  research  makes  several  contributions  to  the  academic
nd  practical  spheres.  Regarding  academic  contributions,
his  article  has  theoretical  and  methodological  implications.
irst,  this  research  addressed  the  call  made  by  Miller  and  Le
reton-Miller  (2014)  about  the  current  limitation  in  family
usiness  research  of  putting  family  ﬁrms’  multiple  prior-
ties  under  the  same  umbrella  of  socioemotional  wealth.
n  this  sense,  this  article  contributes  to  the  family  busi-
ess  theory-building  process  because  it  theorizes  about  the
imensionality  of  family  business  goals  by  re-assembling
ragmented  knowledge  about  goals  and  conceptualizing  it
ased  on  the  nature  of  the  possible  stakeholders  for  whom
he  goals  are  important  and  on  the  family-ﬁrm  context
n  which  the  goals  are  decided  upon.  Therefore,  recog-
izing  the  nature  of  family  business  goals,  this  research
pens  new  doors  to  move  family  business  research  for-
ard.  One  important  future  research  path  is  to  ask  why
he  proposed  dimensionality  emerges----that  is,  to  better
xplore  the  antecedents  of  different  family  business  goal
imensions  as  Zellweger  et  al.  (2013)  recently  did  theoret-
cally  using  identity  theory.  For  instance,  in  the  proposed
odel,  the  family’s  concern  for  organizational  reputation
ay  be  related  to  long-term  family-oriented  and  steward-
hip  business-oriented  goals.
Second,  this  research  attempts  to  address  the  need
or  the  family  business  ﬁeld  to  make  operative  con-
epts  by  assuring  the  measurement  accuracy  of  its
onstructs/dimensions  (Pearson  and  Lumpkin,  2011),  specif-
cally  the  need  to  ﬁnd  multifaceted  and  ﬁne-grained
easures  for  family  ﬁrm  priorities  (Miller  and  Le  Breton-
iller,  2014).  Even  though  researchers  have  recognized  that
ifferent  goals  exist  in  family  ﬁrms,  there  have  been  no
mpirical  attempts  to  dismantle  the  underlying  structure  of
amily  business  goals.  Empirically,  this  study  selected  and
ombined  a  set  of  measures  and  deﬁned  speciﬁc  methods  to
alidate  the  concept  of  family  business  goals.  Consequently,
he  scheme  for  understanding  and  analyzing  family  business
oals  may  serve  as  a  reference  frame  for  future  research
o  reduce  the  current  diffusion  regarding  the  interpreta-
ion  and  operationalization  of  family  business  goals  (e.g.,
hrisman  et  al.,  2012;  Kim  and  Gao,  2013).  The  conclusion
hat  can  be  drawn  from  this  article  is  that  not  all  goals  are
he  same,  nor  do  they  have  the  same  meaning.  Even  more,
ot  all  family-oriented  goals  can  be  grouped  in  the  same
ategory.
Finally,  it  is  expected  that  the  contributions  from  this
rticle  will  theoretically  and  empirically  materialize  to
nswer  the  question  of  what  makes  family  ﬁrms  behave
ifferently  by  addressing  the  suggestion  made  by  Carney
t  al.  (2015)  that  studying  family  ﬁrm  behavior  (e.g.,  strate-
ic  choice)  and  ﬁrm  performance  requires  researchers  toPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
exploratory  study  of  family  business  goals.  BRQ  Bus.  Res.  Q.  20
nalyze  ﬁrms’  economic  and  non-economic  preferences.
o  far,  researchers  have  recognized  differences  in  ﬁrm
ehavior  without  clearly  understanding  what  causes  these
ifferences,  or  they  have  assumed  that  different  goals  may
c
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ct  as  driving  forces  but  have  not  measured  them  explicitly
with  some  exceptions;  see  Chrisman  et  al.,  2013).  In  this
ense,  this  research  sheds  some  light  by  identifying  differ-
nt  aspects  (i.e.,  dimensions)  of  family  business  goals  that
an  affect  management  and  government  decision  making
nd  strategic  posture.  Future  studies  should  address  these
elationships  theoretically  and  empirically.  Moreover,  the
oncept  of  family  business  goals  can  also  be  connected  to
rm  performance.  In  this  sense,  this  article  may  explain  the
rm  performance  typology  proposed  by  Zellweger  and  Nason
2008). That  is,  the  overlapping,  causal,  synergetic,  and  sub-
titutional  characteristics  of  ﬁrm  performance  are  based  on
amily  business  goals  and  their  effects  on  ﬁrm  behavior  as
 condition  to  achieve  different  ﬁrm-performance  targets.
amily  business  goals  could  be  considered  a  new  research
aradigm  in  the  family  business  ﬁeld,  which  may  help  clarify
hy  differences  in  family  business  behavior  happen.
This  research  also  has  practical  implications  for  family
wners,  family  members  working  in  the  ﬁrm,  practitioners,
nd  non-family  minority  investors  in  family  ﬁrms.  Speciﬁ-
ally,  this  research  provides  a  framework  to  understand  the
onstellation  of  family  business  goals  moving  across  differ-
nt  scales.  Understanding  and  measuring  goals  in  a  holistic
ay  is  essential  in  allowing  stakeholders  not  only  to  evaluate
rms’  progress  and  evolution  while  contemplating  diverse
takeholder  needs  and  the  family-business  context  but  also
o  interpret  and  discern  past  and  future  competitive  actions.
imitations  and  future  research  lines
side  from  the  abovementioned  implications,  this  study  has
everal  limitations,  which  not  only  represent  the  bound-
ries  for  its  contributions  but  also  provide  opportunities  for
uture  research  aimed  at  extending  knowledge  about  family
usiness  goals.
Even  though  this  research  represents  a  step  forward  in
he  effort  to  conceptualize  and  operationalize  family  busi-
ess  goals,  how  to  incorporate  family  business  goals  into
 family  business  theory  is  still  puzzling.  Future  empirical
tudies  have  to  incorporate  family  business  goals  as  inde-
endent  dimensions  that  precede  behavioral  dimensions  and
rm  performance  following  the  research  line  of  Miller  and
e  Breton-Miller  (2006)  and  Gomez-Mejia  et  al.  (2011).  Such
esearch  efforts  may  shed  some  light  on  questions  regard-
ng  why  family  ﬁrms  behave  differently  than  non-family
rms  and,  even  more,  why  there  are  behavioral  differences
mong  different  types  of  family  ﬁrms.  However,  due  to  the
imensionality  of  family  business  goals,  it  could  be  neces-
ary  to  theorize  on  and  empirically  prove  how  dimensions
f  family  business  goals  affect  different  aspects  of  fam-
ly  business  behavior----that  is,  not  all  dimensions  will  have
he  same  inﬂuence  on  management  and  governance  decision
aking.  Also,  of  course,  the  study  of  family  business  goals
hould  be  integrated  with  the  concept  of  family  business
erformance  since  there  is  an  intrinsic  relationship  between
oals  and  performance.  In  this  sense,  the  current  concept  of
amily  business  goals  could  be  combined  with  the  theoreti-ant  to  take  your  family  ﬁrm?’’  A  theoretical  and  empirical
16,  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brq.2016.07.001
al  model  of  ﬁrm  performance  developed  by  Zellweger  and
ason  (2008). These  authors  posited  that  the  dimensionality
f  ﬁrm  performance  (based  on  economic  and  non-economic
spects)  could  create  different  types  of  relationships  among
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dimensions  of  ﬁrm  performance  (e.g.,  overlapping,  causal,
synergistic,  substitutional  relationships).  However,  based  on
the  theoretical  proposal,  such  relationships  may  be  rooted
in  goals  because  goals  affect  behavior,  which  leads  ﬁrms
to  achieve  different  dimensions  of  ﬁrm  performance  with
varying  intensity.
The  second  limitation  of  the  proposed  model  is  that  it
does  not  incorporate  the  time  dimension  into  the  analy-
sis.  However,  there  is  a  long  tradition  in  family  business
research  suggesting  that  time  could  be  an  important  dimen-
sion  because  family  members  (e.g.,  different  generations)
participate  differently  in  family  ﬁrms,  which  may  alter  fam-
ily  business  goal  dimensions  (i.e.,  Basco  and  Calabrò,  2015).
It  could  be  very  useful  to  recognize  and  understand  how
different  dimensions  of  the  family  business  goal  concept
change  over  time,  speciﬁcally  by  considering  the  number  of
family  generations  involved  in  the  ﬁrm.  This  is  an  important
distinction  because  even  though  time  and  generation  could
be  highly  correlated,  the  strategies  families  use  to  deal  with
the  transmission  of  ownership  and  management  may  affect
goals.  That  is,  even  as  time  passes,  a  prune  ownership  strat-
egy  could  maintain  the  family  business  within  a  close  circle
and  reduce  the  number  of  family  members  involved,  thereby
decreasing  agency  problems  (owner-owner)  and  maintaining
some  speciﬁc  family  business  goals  no  matter  the  generation
in  charge.
Third,  based  on  the  inductive  theoretical  approach,  the
conceptual  model  of  family  business  goals  is  non-contextual,
while  the  inductive  empirical  approach  is  focused  on  a  spe-
ciﬁc  context  (i.e.,  Spain).  Future  studies  should  replicate
this  research  in  different  environments.  Such  a  research
strategy  would  bolster  the  family  business  theorizing  process
in  two  different  ways.  First,  new  theoretical  and  empiri-
cal  studies  extending  the  current  research  line  would  help
achieve  consensus  for  a  theory  of  family  business  goals  by
supporting  or  discrediting  it  (Tsang  and  Kwan,  1999).  Sec-
ond,  using  different  contexts  to  replicate  this  research  may
help  contextualize  the  concept  of  family  business  goals
(Whetten,  2009).  Beyond  this,  it  could  be  possible  to  develop
a  theory  of  the  context  (Whetten,  2009)  related  to  fam-
ily  business  goals----namely,  to  understand  how  the  context
could  affect  dimensions  of  family  business  goals.  Fourth,  the
family  business  goal  scale  used  in  this  study  was  adapted
from  existing  research.  However,  alternative  methods  can
be  used  to  improve  the  scale,  for  instance,  the  Delphi
method  or  hybrid  Delphi  method  (Landeta  et  al.,  2011).  The
Delphi  method  is  a  group  of  techniques  that  can  be  used  to
form  a  single  opinion  from  a  group  of  individuals  (Rowe  and
Wright,  1999;  Sniezek,  1990).  Therefore,  this  method  could
be  used  to  validate  and  reﬁne  the  current  scale.
Finally,  future  research  should  investigate  micropro-
cesses  that  exist  at  the  intersection  of  family,  ﬁrm,  and
society  logics  that  create  some  speciﬁc  balance  within  fam-
ily  business  goals.  That  is,  future  research  should  address  the
question  of  what  mechanisms  are  responsible  for  the  fam-
ily  business  goal  dimensions.  Moreover,  future  studies  should
consider  the  points  of  view  of  other  important  stakeholders
in  order  to  capture  the  various  nuances  of  family  businessPlease  cite  this  article  in  press  as:  Basco,  R.,  ‘‘Where  do  you  w
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goals.  Research  using  more  than  one  informant  could  help
create  a  better  picture  of  family  business  goals  by  con-
ﬁrming  the  dimensions  of  the  concept  discovered  in  this
article  in  more  than  one  group  of  similar  stakeholders  and  by
C PRESS
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dentifying  the  relative  importance  of  these  dimensions
n  each  group  of  stakeholders.  Additionally,  this  line  of
esearch  may  assist  in  detecting  variations  in  the  dimensions
f  the  family  business  goal  concept  for  different  stakehold-
rs,  which  may  be  a  promising  line  of  research  for  better
nderstanding  the  antecedents  of  family  business  behavior
hen  several  stakeholders  with  different  balances  of  these
oal  dimensions  intervene  in  the  ﬁrm.
ppendix A. Supplementary data
upplementary  data  associated  with  this  article  can
e  found,  in  the  online  version,  at  doi:10.1016/
.brq.2016.07.001.
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